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MINUTES - FACULTY SENATE MEETING, October 7, 1987 
The meeting was called to order at 3:05 p.m. by Chairman 
Rutus G. Fellers. 
I. Correction and Approval ot Minutes. 
The minutes of 2 September were approved as distributed. 
II. Reports of Officers. 
PROVOST BORKOWSKI noted that he had two items on which to 
report. 
1. The core curriculum has gone through all 
the levels of review with no objection 
from the administration. He, therefore, 
expects the curriculum to be implemented 
by the various colleges by the fall of 1988. 
2. A revised version of a document called 
"The Cutting Edge" will be considered by 
the Commission on Higher Education tomorrow. 
The funding provisions of the document are 
"warmly" endorsed by the Provost. These 
provisions include an additional $96 million 
to be placed into the higher education bud-
get, including about $25 million for research. 
There appears to be a strong commitment to 
get the ball rolling on behalf of a type of 
higher education improvement act. 
The Provost felt there is a "down" side 
to the document as it includes certain 
provisions that are of concern. One pro-
vision is that universities and colleges 
will establish assessment procedures that 
would be reviewed and approved by the 
Commission. It is the judgement of the 
Provost that assessment processes should 
remain within the campuses and the princi-
pal of external approval by a coordinating 
agency encroaches on the rights and responsi-
bilities of the campus faculty. 
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A second provision would establish a state-
wide admissions floor for entrance into any 
university or college. The Provost has 
reservations about the Commission establishing 
such a floor. 
A third provision calls for more rigorous 
adherence to the high school prerequisite 
courses for admission to the state's 
universities and colleges. The Provost 
voiced concern that strict adherence to 
the prerequisites could have a negative 
effect particularly on institutions that 
have a multiple constituency to serve. 
He felt the issue of concern is the 
extent of loss of necessary flexibility 
when groups of students such as out-of-
state people or mature persons are in-
volved. 
The Provost summed up this section of his 
report by noting that the Commission staff 
feels that the Legislature will not approve 
the additional funds without having a heav-
ier hand in accountability. They feel if 
we expect to get the funds then there will 
need to be a third party accountability on 
how the funds will be utilized and to the 
effectiveness of the additional funding. 
When he meets with the Commission he will 
try to take the "high road" approach and 
try to persuade the Commission about the 
importance of the governance issue. If 
that does not work then "I think we will 
have to live with it and try to assume 
a leadership role in setting a pattern 
for the rest of the campuses in the state." 
The Provost then opened to the floor discussion and/or 
questions concerning these or other issues. 
PROFESSOR WEASMER (GINT) objected to the concept of "living 
with it." He wondered if the Legislature would actually intrude 
in the area of faculty governance or if it were a Commission 
ploy. 
BORKOWSKI responded that legislative action was speculative. 
He recounted his recent attendance at a House Ways and Means 
Committee meeting where the issue of accountability came up 
during discussion on revision of the formula. Several legi-
slators expressed interest in establishing a policy for higher 
education not unlike the state established one in the Educa-
tional Improvement Act. He also noted similar activities in 
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other states, both those with and without funding increases. 
He will discuss strategy with the Faculty Advisory Committee 
and the Board of Trustees. We must be aware that the govern-
ance issue is being leveraged with the finance issue. 
PROFESSOR MARSHALL (GINT) asked if there was a legal basis 
for the Commission's actions and what was the attitude of the 
Board of Trustees? 
BORKOWSKI responded by noting the Board had received (from 
him) the whole document with his notations and concerns. The 
Board will probably discuss this at their next meeting. He 
also noted that the document had not been disseminated to the 
campuses for review. He had raised tnis point with the 
Commissioner and had been told that the financial part was 
critical in terms of time; that much groundwork had to be 
laid before the legislature went into session. 
As to the question of legal authority, the Provost 
felt the Commission had exceeded their charge. The commiss-
ioner's position is that they have the authority based on the 
language of the legislation which established the Commission. 
The legislation speaks to the empowerment of a body of lay 
persons appointed by the governor to coordinate higher edu-
cation activities. The Provost feels the key word is coordi-
nate. 
Unidentified Senator wanted to know which coordinating 
activities did the Provost accept? BORKOWSKI said he a~cept­
ed the approval and termination of academic programs, making 
a case to the legislature for a higher education budget, and 
to provide oversight on program duplication. In the case of 
the prerequisites for admission, the Commission did not approve 
them. They urged and recommended, but did not approve. 
PROFESSOR MACK (ART) noted a sign in front of the develop-
ing Koger Center reads "Koger Center for the Arts." He felt the 
sign should indicate it will be a center for the performing arts. 
BORKOWSKI agreed it was to be for the performing arts. 
MACK asked if there were grounds to the rumor that there 
is a proposal to establish here an ecumenical center. 
BORKOWSKI said such an item is under discussion. There 
has been much interest in the Ecumenical Year sponsored by the 
University and additional requests for colloquia and symposia 
have been received. It seemed as if it might be a good idea 
to see whether the umbrella for nurturing these kinds of dis-
cussions might not be a Center for Ecumenical Studies. How-
ever there is nothing in writing and any center would obviously 
need to go through appropriate faculty processes of review and 
to the Commission on Higher Education. 
M-3 
MACK expressed some personal concern over the issue of 
constitutional implications, not over the academic aspects ot 
religion. 
BORKOWSKI indicated that such issues are important and 
will be discussed. He noted we have a Department of Religious 
Studies, not a Department of Religion and that discussions 
and symposia are appropriate within the fabric of the Uni-
versity setting. 
III. Reports of Committees. 
A. Faculty Senate Steering Committee, Professor Silver-
nail, Secretary: 
No report. 
B. Grade Change Committee, Professor Sharp, Chair: 
SHARP moved acceptance of the committee report. The 
report was accepted as distributed. 
c. Curricula and Courses Committee, Professor Brown, Chair: 
BROWN announced the committee has prepared a set of guide-
lines to be used to prepare material to be submitted to the commit-
tee. He also indicated that the distributed committee report would 
be supplemented with two handouts. Brown then proceeded to move 
separate items of the report. 
I. of the regular report and I. of the 
handout with the editorial change of 
EDUC 531 to EDTE 531. Approved follow-
ing discussion. 
II. and III. B. of the regular report were 
approved. 
III. A. and c. of regular report with the 
editorial change of 24 semester hours to 
30 semester hours and p. 101 to p. 106-.-
PROFESSOR WEASMER (GINT) pointed out the 
major requirements only totalled to 27 
semester hours. PROFESSOR DANNERBECK 
(FORL) noted that CESP 495 should be 
changed from 3 to 6 hours. This section 
was approved as----C-orrected. 
IV. of regular report. Approved without 
discussion. 
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II. of handout. Approved as distributed. 
III. of handout. Approved following dis-
cussion. 
IV. of handout. Approved as distributed. 
v. of handout. Amended to delete sentence 
- "Grades below the C level will not be 
transferable from another college or uni-
versity." This already appears as a 
University rule. Approved as amended. 
VI. of handout. Approved as distributed. 
Addendum #2, New Course 8MCH 509. Approved 
as distributed. 
VII. of handout. Experimental courses re-
received as information. 
D. Faculty Welfare Committee, Professor Howard-Hill, Chair: 
HOWARD-HILL pointed out several items of concern not addressed 
in the committee report Part ; (September 2, 1987) and Part II 
(October 7, 1987). First, is the fact that retirees in the state 
received a 4 percent increase in July, while working faculty 
averaged a 4 percent increase beginning in October. Second, the 
declining support of faculty travel and corollary items. He sees 
this area as becoming an increasing financial burden placed on 
the faculty. Third, the possible option by departments taking 
salary money released by retirement to redress inadequate salaries. 
This action would eliminate new appointments. Four, the source 
of monies necessary to increase salaries. The Faculty Budget 
Committee will be working on budget priorities and also the 
administration will make the allocation decisions. 
He anticipates a Part III of the committee report which 
would involve monitoring action (if any) recommended by Faculty 
Senate arising from the published committee reports Parts I and 
II. This would probably be presented by the May 1988 meeting. 
He then moved the recommendations made by the committee found 
on page A-8 of this meeting's agenda. 
PROFESSOR PAULUZZI (FORL) moved to amend the resolutions 
by inserting as number 5 by adding "that provisions be made 
for ensuring that the effect of market competition on salaries is 
not determinant in establishing the retirement pay of individual 
professors." Current number 5 would become number 6 of the 
resolutions. 
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Following a discussion for clarification betwe e n the Chair 
and Pauluzzi, Pauluzzi then moved the amendment be referred to 
Faculty Welfare Committee for their consideration. 
CHAIRMAN FELLERS called for a vote to refer the amendment to 
committee. By voice vote, the amendment was referred to Faculty 
Welfare Committee. He then called for a vote on the original 
motion. By voice vote, the Faculty Senate approved the recommend-
ations submitted by the committee. 
E. Bookstore Committee, Professor Castener, Chair: 
CASTENER reported on the situation whereby the University 
Bookstore requested master schedule information for the Spring 
1988 semester be submitted to the Registrar by 21 September 
instead of the usual l October deadline. The Bookstore made 
this request based on the earlier than usual starting date for 
the spring semester. The University Bookstore Committee agreed 
to this change as a one-time, stop gap measure, not as a perma-
nent solution to a revised spring schedule. 
F. Faculty Library Committee, Professor Connelly, Chair: 
PROFESSOR HERR (BIOL), committee member, referred the 
Faculty Senate to handout from the committee. He recommended 
the following resolution (from the handout): 
"In order to maintain the current level of 
acquisitions, the Faculty Library Committee 
recommends to the University Administration 
that it notify the Library by December 1, 
1987 that tne book budget of the Thomas 
Cooper Library (30000 AOOO), will be in-
creased from the 1987-1988 amount of 
$1,283,587 to at least $2,250,000 for the 
fiscal year 1988-1989." 
He then spoke to a justification for the resolution. The 
justification centered around necessary ordering procedures. 
FELLERS called for discussion. There being none, he called for 
the vote. By voice vote, the resolution was adopted. 
G. Admissions Committee, Professor Marshall, Chair: 
MARSHALL, speaking on information only basis, informed the 
Faculty Senate of committee discussions concerning admission 
prerequisites to the University. The Provost has earlier 
listed this as one of his concerns. He noted that of the 
admitted class of 1987, 46 percent of our freshmen could not 
meet all of prerequisites that will be applied to tne class of 
1988. They will discuss this problem and report to the Faculty 
Senate in October their recommendations. 
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The committee is also concerned about the faculty's part 
in determining admission requirements. They plan to discuss 
this issue with both Faculty Advisory Committee and perhaps 
the Faculty-Board Liasion Committee. He encourayed faculty 
members to share with the committee their thoughts on either 
one or both issues. 
v. Report of Secretary. 
None. 
VI. Unfinished Business. 
None. 
VII. New Business. 
None. 
VIII. Good of the Order. 
MACK (ART) informed the Faculty Senate of a fire in the 
Department of Chemistry several weeks ago. He pointed out 
that the fire alarms in an attached building wing did not 
go off and there seems to be no operative system warning of 
chemical fumes. It is his understanding the fire alarms in 
the different wings could be hooked together if funds were 
available and if it were a priority item. 
FELLERS received this as information and felt this was 
a problem for the administration to address. PROFESSOR BLY 
(CHEM) noted there are fire doors between the buildings and 
there are built in smoke detectors designed to close the doors 
but not to seal them. As far as he knew, there is no provision 
tor handling chemical fumes. 
There being no further business the meeting was adjourned 
at 4:25 p.m. 
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